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Foreign Policy--Old Myths
and New Realities
By J. WILLIAM

FULBRIGHT*

Mr. President, there is an inevitable divergence, attributable to
the imperfections of the human mind, between the world as it is
and the world as men perceive it. As long as our perceptions are
reasonably close to objective reality, it is possible for us to act
upon our problems in a rational and appropriate manner. But
when our perceptions fail to keep pace with events, when we
refuse to believe something because it displeases or frightens us,
or because it is simply startlingly unfamiliar, then the gap between
fact and perception becomes a chasm, and action becomes irrelevant and irrational.
There has always-and inevitably-been some divergence between the realities of foreign policy and our ideas about it. This
divergence has in certain respects been growing, rather than narrowing; and we are handicapped, accordingly, by policies based
on old myths, rather than current realities. This divergence is,
in my opinion, dangerous and unnecessary-dangerous, because it
can reduce foreign policy to a fraudulent game of imagery and
appearances; unnecessary, because it can be overcome by the
determination of men in high office to dispel prevailing misconceptions by the candid dissemination of unpleasant, but inescapable facts.
Before commenting on some of the specific areas where I
believe our policies are at least partially based on cherished myths,
rather than objective facts, I should like to suggest two possible
reasons for the growing divergence between the realities and our
perceptions of current world politics. The first is the radical
change in relations between and within the Communist and the
free world; and the second is the tendency of too many of us to
* Speech made in the Senate of the United States, March 25, 1964.
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confuse means with ends and, accordingly, to adhere to prevailing
practices with a fervor befitting immutable principles.
Although it is too soon to render a definitive judgment, there
is mounting evidence that events of recent years have wrought
profound changes in the character of East-West relations. In the
Guban missile crisis of October 1962, the United States proved to
the Soviet Union that a policy of aggression and adventure involved unacceptable risks. In the signing of the test ban treaty,
each side in effect assured the other that it was prepared to forego,
at least for the present, any bid for a decisive military or political
breakthrough. These occurrences, it should be added, took place
against the background of the clearly understood strategic superiority-but not supremacy-of the United States.
It seems reasonable, therefore, to suggest that the character
of the cold war has, for the present, at least, been profoundly
altered: by the drawing back of the Soviet Union from extremely
aggressive policies; by the implicit repudiation by both sides of a
policy of "total victory"; and by the establishment of an American
strategic superiority which the Soviet Union appears to have
tactly accepted because it has been accompanied by assurances
that it will be exercised by the United States with responsibility
and restraint. These enormously important changes may come
to be regarded by historians as the foremost achievements of the
Kennedy administration in the field of foreign policy. Their effect
has been to commit us to a foreign policy which can accuratelythough perhaps not prudently-be defined as one of "peaceful
coexistence."

Another of the results of the lowering of tensions between
East and West is that each is now free to enjoy the luxury of
accelerated strife and squabbling within its own domain. The
ideological thunderbolts between Washington and Moscow which
until a few years ago seemed a permanent part of our daily lives
have become a pale shadow of their former selves. Now instead
the United States waits in fascinated apprehension for the Olympian pronouncements that issue from Paris at 6-month intervals
while the Russians respond to the crude epithets of Peiping with
almost plaintive rejoinders about "those who want to start a war
against everybody."
These astonishing changes in the configuration of the postwar
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world have had an unsettling effect on both public and official
opinion in the United States. One reason for this, I believe, lies
in the fact that we are a people used to looking at the world, and
indeed at ourselves, in moralistic rather than empirical terms.
We are predisposed to regard any conflict as a clash between good
and evil rather than as simply a clash between conflicting interests.
We are inclined to confuse freedom and democracy, which we
regard as moral principles, with the way in which they are
practiced in America-with capitalism, federalism, and the twoparty system, which are not moral principles but simply the
preferred and accepted practices of the American people. There
is much cant in American moralism and not a little inconsistency.
It resembles in some ways the religious faith of the many respectable people who, in Samuel Butler's words, "would be equally
horrified to hear the Christian religion doubted or to see it
practiced."
Our national vocabulary is full of "self-evident truths" not
only about "life, liberty, and happiness," but about a vast
number of personal and public issues, including the cold war.
It has become one of the "self-evident truths" of the postwar era
that just as the President resides in Washington and the Pope in
Rome, the Devil resides immutably in Moscow. We have come to
regard the Kremlin as the permanent seat of his power and we
have grown almost comfortable with a menace which, though
unspeakably evil, has had the redeeming virtues of constancy,
predictability, and familiarity. Now the Devil has betrayed us
by traveling abroad and, worse still, by dispersing himself, turning
up now here, now there, and in many places at once, with a
devlish disregard for the laboriously constructed frontiers of
ideology.
We are confronted with a complex and fluid world situation
and we are not adapting ourselves to it. We are clinging to old
myths in the face of new realities and we are seeking to escape the
contradictions by narrowing the permissible bounds of public
discussion, by relegating an increasing number of ideas and viewpoints to a growing category of "unthinkable thoughts." I believe
that this tendency can and should be reversed, that it is within
our ability, and unquestionably in our interests, to cut loose
from established myths and to start thinking some "unthinkable
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thoughts"-about the cold war and East-West relations, about the
underdeveloped countries and particularly those in Latin America,
about the changing nature of the Chinese Communist threat in
Asia and about the festering war in Vietnam.
The master myth of the cold war is that the Communist bloc
is a monolith composed of governments which are not really governments at all but organized conspiracies, divided among themselves perhaps in certain matters of tactics, but all equally resolute
and implacable in their determination to destroy the free world.
I believe that the Communist world is indeed hostile to the
free world in its general and long-term intentions but that the
existence of this animosity in principle is far less important for
our foreign policy than the great variations in its intensity and
character both in time and among the individual members of the
Communist bloc. Only if we recognize these variations, ranging
from China, which poses immediate threats to the free world, to
Poland and Yugoslavia, which pose none, can we hope to act
effectively upon the bloc and to turn its internal differences to our
own advantage and to the advantage of those bloc countries which
wish to maximize their independence. It is the responsibility of
our national leaders both in the executive branch and in Congress,
to acknowledge and act upon these realities, even at the cost of
saying things which will not win immediate widespread enthusiasm.
For a start, we can acknowledge the fact that the Soviet Union,
though still a most formidable adversary, has ceased to be totally
and implacably hostile to the West. It has shown a new willingness to enter mutually advantageous arrangements with the West
and, thus far at least to honor them. It has therefore become possible to divert some of our energies from the prosecution of the
cold war to the relaxation of the cold war and to deal with the
Soviet Union, for certain purposes, as a normal state with normal
and traditional interests.
If we are to do these things effectively, we must distinguish
between communism as an ideology and the power and policy of
the Soviet state. It is not communism as a doctrine, or communism as it is practiced within the Soviet Union or within any
other country, that threatens us. How the Soviet Union organizes
its internal life, the gods and doctrines that it worships, are matters
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for the Soviet Union to determine. It is not Communist dogma
as espoused within Russia but Communist imperialism that threatens us and other peoples of the non-Communist world. Insofar as
a great nation mobilizes its power and resources for aggressive
purposes, that nation, regardless of ideology, makes itself our
enemy. Insofar as a nation is content to practice its doctrines
within its own frontiers, that nation, however repugnant its
ideology, is one with which we have no proper quarrel. We must
deal with the Soviet Union as a great power, quite apart from
differences of ideology. To the extent that the Soviet leaders
abandon the global ambitions of Marxist ideology, in fact if not in
words, it becomes possible for us to engage in normal relations
with them, relations which probably cannot be close or trusting
for many years to come but which can be gradually freed of the
terror and the tensions of the cold war.
In our relations with the Russians, and indeed in our relations
with all nations, we would do well to remember, and to act upon,
the words of Pope John in the great Encyclical, Pacem in Terris:
"It must be borne in mind," said Pope John, "that to proceed gradually is the law of life in all its expressions, therefore,
in human institutions, too, it is not possible to renovate for the
better except by working from within them, gradually. Violence has always achieved only destruction, not construction,
the kindling of passions, not their pacification, the accumulation of hate and ruin, not the reconciliation of the contending
parties. And it has reduced men and parties to the difficult
task of rebuilding, after said experience, on the ruins of discord."
Important opportunities have been created for Western policy
by the development of "polycentrism" in the Communist bloc.
The Communist nations, as George Kennan has pointed out, are,
like the Western nations, currently caught up in a crisis of indecision about their relations with countries outside their own
ideological bloc. The choices open to the satellite states are
limited but by no means insignificant. They can adhere slavishly
to Soviet preferences or they can strike out on their own, within
limits, to enter into mutually advantageous relations with the
West.
Whether they do so, and to what extent, is to some extent at
least within the power of the West to determine. If we persist in
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the view that all Communist regimes are equally hostile and
equally threatening to the West, and that we can have no policy
toward the captive nations except the eventual overthrow of their
Communist regimes, then the West may enforce upon the Communist bloc a degree of unity which the Soviet Union has shown
itself to be quite incapable of imposing-just as Stalin in the early
postwar years frightened the West into a degree of unity that it
almost certainly could not have attained by its own unaided
efforts. If, on the other hand, we are willing to reexamine the view
that all Communist regimes are alike in the threat which they
pose for the 'West-a view which had a certain validity in Stalin's
time-then we may be able to exert an important influence on the
course of events within a divided Communist world.
We are to a great extent the victims, and the Soviets the beneficiaries, of our own ideological convictions, and of the curious
contradictions which they involve. We.consider it a form of subversion of the free world, for example, when the Russians enter
trade relations or conclude a consular convention or establish
airline connections with a free country in Asia, Africa, or Latin
America-and to a certain extent we are right. On the other hand,
when it is proposed that we adopt the same strategy in reverse-by
extending commercial credits to Poland or Yugoslavia, or by exchanging Ambassadors with a Hungarian regime which has
changed considerably in character since the revolution of 1956then the same patriots who are so alarmed by Soviet activities in
the free world charge our policymakers with "giving aid and comfort to the enemy" and with innumerable other categories of
idiocy and immorality.
It is time that we resolved this contradiction and separated
myth from reality. The myth is that every Communist state is an
unmitigated evil and a relentless enemy of the free world; the
reality is that some Communist regimes pose a threat to the free
world while others pose little or none, and that if we will recognize
these distinctions, we ourselves will be able to influence events in
the Communist bloc in a way favorable to the security of the free
world.
It could well be argued * *
writes George Kennan-
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That if the major Western Powers had full freedom of
movement in devising their own policies, it would be within
their power to determine whether the Chinese view, or the
Soviet view, or perhaps a view more liberal than either would
ultimately prevail within the Communist camp-George Kennan, "Polycentrism and Western Policy," Foreign Affairs, January 1964, page 178.
There are numerous areas in which we can seek to reduce
the tensions of the cold war and to bring a degree of normalcy
into our relations with the Soviet Union and other Communist
countries-once we have resolved that it is safe and wise to do so.
We have already taken important steps in this direction: the
Antarctic and Austrian treaties and the nuclear test ban treaty,
the broadening of East-West cultural and educational relations,
and the expansion of trade.
On the basis of recent experience and present economic
needs, there seems little likelihood of a spectacular increase in
trade between Communist and Western countries, even if existing
restrictions were to be relaxed. Free world trade with Communist
countries has been increasing at a steady but unspectacular rate,
and it seems unlikely to be greatly accelerated because of the
limited ability of the Communist countries to pay for increased
imports. A modest increase in East-West trade may nonetheless
serve as a modest instrument of East-West detente-provided that
we are able to overcome the myth that trade with Communist
countries is a compact with the Devil and to recognize that, on the
contrary, trade can serve as an effective and honorable means of
advancing both peace and human welfare.
Whether we are able to make these philosophic adjustments
or not, we cannot escape the fact that our efforts to devise a
common Western trade policy are a palpable failure and that
our allies are going to trade with the Communist bloc whether we
like it or not. The world's major exporting nations are slowly
but steadily increasing their trade with the Communist bloc and
the bloc countries are showing themselves to be reliable customers.
Since 1958 Western Europe has been increasing its exports to the
East at the rate of about 7 percent a year, which is nearly the
same rate at which its overall world sales have been increasing.
West Germany-one of our close friends-is by far the leading
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Western nation in trade with the Sino-Soviet bloc. West German
exports to bloc countries in 1962 were valued at $749.9 million.
Britain was in second place-although not a close second-with
exports to Communist countries amounting to $393 million in
1962. France followed with exports worth $313.4 million, and the
figure for the United States-consisting largely of surplus food
sales to Poland under Public Law 480-stood far below at $125.1
million.
Our allies have made it plain that they propose to expand
this trade, in non-strategic goods, wherever possible. West Germany, in the last 16 months, has exchanged or agreed to exchange
trade missions with every country in Eastern Europe except Albania. Britain has indicated that she will soon extend long-term
credits to Communist countries, breaching the 5-year limit which
the Western allies have hitherto observed. In the light of these
facts, it is difficult to see what effect the tight American trade
restrictions have other than to deny the United States a substantial share of a profitable market.
The inability of the United States to prevent its partners from
trading extensively with the Communist bloc is one good reason
for relaxing our own restrictions, but there is a better reason:
the potential value of trade-a moderate volume of trade in nonstrategic items-as an instrument for reducing world tensions and
strengthening the foundations of peace. I do not think that trade
or the nuclear test ban, or any other prospective East-West accommodation, will lead to a grand reconciliation that will end the
cold war and usher in the brotherhood of man. At the most, the
cumulative effect of all the agreements that are likely to be
attainable in the foreseeable future will be the alleviation of the
extreme tensions and animosities that threaten the world with
nuclear devastation and the gradual conversion of the struggle
between communism and the free world into a safer and more
tolerable international rivalry, one which may be with us for
years and decades to come but which need not be so terrifying
and so costly as to distract the nations of the world from the
creative pursuits of civilized societies.
There is little in history to justify the expectation that we can
either win the cold war or end it immediately and completely.
These are favored myths, respectively, of the American right and
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of the American left. They are, I believe, equal in their unreality
and in their disregard for the feasibilities of history. We must
disabuse ourselves of them and come to terms, at last, with the
realities of a world in which neither good nor evil is absolute and
in which those who move events and make history are those who
have understood not how much but how little it is within our
power to change.
Latin America is one of the areas of the world in which
American policy is weakened by a growing divergency between
old myths and new realities.
The crisis over the Panama Canal has been unnecessarily protracted for reasons of domestic politics and national pride and
sensitivity on both sides-for reasons, that is, of only marginal
relevance to the merits of the dispute. I think the Panamanians
have unquestionably been more emotional about the dispute than
has the United States. I also think that there is less reason for
emotionalism on the part of the United States than on the part
of Panama. It is important for us to remember that the isue over
the canal is only one of a great many in which the United States
is involved, and by no means the most important. For Panama,
on the other hand, a small nation with a weak economy and an
unstable government, the canal is the preeminent factor in the
nation's economy and in its foreign relations. Surely in a confrontation so unequal, it is not unreasonable to expect the United
States to go a little farther than halfway in the search for a fair
settlement.
We Americans would do well, for a start, to divest ourselves
of the silly notion that the issue with Panama is a test of our courage and resolve. I believe that the Cuban missile crisis of 1962,
involving a confrontation with nuclear weapons and intercontinental missiles, was indeed a test of our courage, and we acquitted ourselves extremely well in that instance. I am unable to
understand how a controversy with a small and poor country,
with virtually no military capacity, can possibly be regarded as a
test of our bravery and will to defend our interests. It takes stubI Editor's note. At this point Senator Fulbright asked that an address made
by the U.S. ambassador to Germany, Mr. George McGhee on February 18 at
Bad Godesburg be inserted in the Record.

22
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borness but not courage to reject the entreaties of the weak. The
real test in Panama is not of our valor but of our wisdom and
judgment and commonsense.
We would also do well to disabuse ourselves of the myth that
there is something morally sacred about the treaty of 1903. The
fact of the matter is that the treaty was concluded under circumstances that reflect little credit on the United States. It was made
possible by Panama's separation from Colombia, which probably
could not have occurred at that time without the dispatch of U.S.
warships to prevent the landing of Colombian troops on the
isthmus to put down the Panamanian rebellion. The United
States not only intervened in Colombia's internal affairs but did
so in violation of a treaty concluded in 1846 under which the
United States had guaranteed Colombia sovereignty over the
isthmus. President Theodore Roosevelt, as he boasted, "took
Panama," and proceeded to negotiate the canal treaty with a
compliant Panamanian regime. Panamanians contend that they
were "shotgunned" into the treaty of 1903 as the price of U.S.
protection against a possible effort by Colombia to recover the
isthmus. The contention is not without substance.
It is not my purpose here to relate the events of 60 years ago
but only to suggest that there is little basis for a posture of injured
innocence and self-righteousness by either side and that we would
do much better to resolve the issue on the basis of present realities
rather than old myths.
The central reality is that the treaty of 1903 is in certain
respects obsolete. The treaty has been revised only twice, in 1936
when the annual rental was raised from $250,000 to $430,000 and
other modifications were made, and in 1955 when further changes
were made, including an increase in the annual rental to $1.9
million, where it now stands. The canal, of course, contributes
far more to the Panamanian economy in the form of wages paid
to Panamanian workers and purchases made in Panama. The
fact remains, nonetheless, that the annual rental of $1.9 million
is a modest sum and should probably be increased. There are
other isues, relating to hiring policies for Panamanian workers in
the zone, the flying of flags, and other symbols of national pride
and sovereignty. The basic problem about the treaty, however,
is the exercise of American control over a part of the territory
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of Panama in this age of intense nationalist and anticolonialist
feeling. Justly or not, the Panamanians feel that they are being
treated as a colony, or a quasi-colony, of the United States, and
this feeling is accentuated by the contrast between the standard
of living of the Panamanians. with a per capita income of about
$429 a year, and that of the Americans living in the Canal Zone
-immediately adjacent to Panama, of course, and within it-with
a per capita income of $4,228 a year. That is approximately 10
times greater. It is the profound social and economic alienation
between Panama and the Canal Zone, and its impact on the
national feeling of the Panamanians, that underlies the current
crisis.
Under these circumstances, it seems to me entirely proper and
nccessary for the United States to take the initiative in proposing
new arrangements that would redress some of Panama's grievances
against the treaty as it now stands. I see no reason--certainly no
reason of "weakness" or "dishonor"-why the United States cannot
put an end to the semantic debate over whether treaty revisions
are to be "negotiated" or "discussed" by stating positively and
clearly that it is prepared to negotiate revisions in the canal treaty
and to submit such changes as are made to the Senate for its
advice and consent.
I think it is necessary for the United States to do this even
though a commitment to revise the treaty may be widely criticized
at home. It is the responsibility of the President and his advisers,
in situations of this sort, to exercise their own best judgment as
to where the national interest lies even though this may necessitate unpopular decisions.
An agreement to "negotiate" revisions is not an agreement to
negotiate any particular revision. It would leave us completely
free to determine what revisions, and how many revisions, we
would be willing to accept. If there is any doubt about this, one
can find ample reassurance in the proceedings at Geneva, where
several years of "negotiations" for "general and complete disarmament" still leave us with the greatest arsenal of weapons in the
history of the world.
The problem of Cuba is more difficult than that of Panama,
and far more heavily burdened with the deadweight of old myths
and prohibitions against "unthinkable thoughts." I think the
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time is overdue for a candid reevaluation of our Cuban policy
even though it may also lead to distasteful conclusions.
There are and have been three options open to the United
States with respect to Cuba: first, the removal of the Castro regime
by invading and occupying the island; second, an effort to weaken
and ultimately bring down the regime by a policy of political
and economic boycott; and finally, acceptance of the Communist
regime as a disagreeable reality and annoyance but one which is
not likely to be removed in the near future because of the unavailability of acceptable means of removing it.
The first option, invasion, has been tried in a halfhearted way
and found wanting. It is generally acknowledged that the invasion
and occupation of Cuba, besides violating our obligations as a
member of the United Nations and of the Organization of
American States, would have explosive consequences in Latin
America and elsewhere and might precipitate a global nuclear
war. I know of no responsible statesman who advocates this
approach. It has been rejected by our Government and by public
opinion and I think that, barring some grave provocation, it can
be ruled out as a feasible policy for the United States.
The approach which we have adopted has been the second of
those mentioned, an effort to weaken and eventually bring down
the Castro regime by a policy of political and economic boycott.
This policy has taken the form of extensive restrictions against
trade with Cuba by United States citizens, of the exclusion of
Cuba from the inter-American system and efforts.to secure Latin
American support in isolating Cuba politically and economically,
and of diplomatic efforts, backed by certain trade and aid sanctions, to persuade other free world countries to maintain economic
boycotts against Cuba.
This policy, it now seems clear, has been a failure, and there
is no reason to believe that it will succeed in the future. Our
efforts to persuade our allies to terminate their trade with Cuba
have been generally rebuffed. The prevailing attitude was perhaps best expressed by a British manufacturer who, in response to
American criticisms of the sale on British buses to Cuba, said: "If
America has a surplus of wheat, we have a surplus of buses."
In cutting off military assistance to Great Britain, France, and
Yugoslavia under the provisions of Section 620 of the Foreign
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Assistance Act of 1963, the United States has wielded a stuffed
club. The amounts of aid involved are infinitesimal; the chances
of gaining compliance with our boycott policy are nil; and the
annoyance of the countries concerned may be considerable. What
we terminated with respect to Britain and France, in fact, can
hardly be called aid; it was more of a sales promotion program
under which British and French military leaders were brought to
the United States to see-and to buy-advanced American weapons.
Terminating this program was in itself of little importance;
Britain and France do not need our assistance. But terminating
the program as a sanction against their trade with Cuba can have
no real effect other than to create an illusory image of "toughness"
for the benefit of our own people.
Free world exports to Cuba have, on the whole, been declining
over recent years, but overall imports have been rising since 1961.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that there be inserted
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks two tables provided
by the Department of State showing the trade of selected free
world countries with Cuba from 1958 to 1963.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.
(See exhibit 2).
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the figures shown in these
tables provide little basis for expecting the early termination of
free world trade with Cuba. The export table shows U.S. exports
to Cuba in both 1962 and 1963 exceeding those of any other free
world country. These American exports consisted almost entirely
of ransom payments for the Bay of Pigs prisoners and should not
be confused with normal trade.
There is an interesting feature to this table, which may not be
well known. It is that the exports from Cuba to various allies of
ours, particularly Japan, the United Kingdom, Morocco, and
others, have been going up, and have been very substantial. This
reflects, I believe, the importation from Cuba of sugar to a great
extent, and also accounts for the accumulation by Cuba of substantial foreign aid as a result of the dramatic increase in the price
of sugar during the past couple of years.
The exports from the free world to Cuba have been going up
in similar instances, in the case of Japan, but generally speaking
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they have not been increasing. Of course, since 1958, when we
accounted for more than half of Cuba's exports, they have gone
down rather dramatically. In any case, the tables will speak for
themselves.
I should like to make it very clear that I am not arguing
against the desirability of an economic boycott against the Castro
regime but against its feasibility. The effort has been made and
all the fulminations we can utter about sanctions and retaliation
against free world countries that trade with Cuba cannot long
conceal the fact that the boycott policy is a failure.
The boycott policy has not failed because of any "weakness"
or "timidity" on the part of our Government. This charge, so
frequently heard, is one of the most pernicious myths to have been
inflicted on the American people. The boycott policy has failed
because the United States is not omnipotent and cannot be. The
basic reality to be faced is that it is simply not within our power
to compel our allies to cut off their trade with Cuba, unless we are
prepared to take drastic sanctions against them, such as closing our
own markets to any foreign company that does business in Cuba,
as proposed by Mr. Nixon. We can do this, of course, but if we do,
we ought first to be very sure as apparently Mr. Nixon is, that the
Cuban boycott is more important than good relations with our
closest allies. In fact, even the most drastic sanctions are as likely
to be rewarded with defiance as with compliance. For practical
purposes, all we can do is to ask other countries to take the
measures with respect to Cuba which we recommend. We have
done so and in some areas have been successful. In other areas,
notably that of the economic boycott, we have asked for the full
cooperation of other free world countries and it has been largely
denied. It remains for us to decide whether we will respond with
a sustained outburst of hollow and ill-tempered threats, all the
while comforting ourselves with the myth that we can get anything
we want if we only try hard enough-or, in this case, shout loud
enough-or we can acknowledge the failure of our efforts and
proceed, coolly and rationally, to reexamine the policies which we
now pursue in relation to the interests they are intended to serve.
'The prospects of bringing down the Castro regime by political
and economic boycott have never been very good. Even if a
general free world boycott were successfully applied against Cuba,
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it is unlikely that the Russians would refuse to carry the extra
financial burden and thereby permit the only Communist regime
in the Western Hemisphere to collapse. We are thus compelled to
recognize that there is probably no way of bringing down the
Castro regime by means of economic pressures unless we are
prepared to impose a blockade against nonmilitary shipments
from the Soviet Union. Exactly such a policy has been recommended by some of our more reckless politicians, but the preponderance of informed opinion is that a blockade against Soviet
shipments of nonmilitary supplies to Cuba would be extravagantly
dangerous, carrying the strong possibility of a confrontation that
could explode into nuclear war.
Having ruled out military invasion and blockade, and recognizing the failure of the boycott policy, we are compelled to consider
the third of the three options open to us with respect to Cuba:
the acceptance of the continued existence of the Castro regime
as a distasteful nuisance but not an intolerable danger so long as
the nations of the hemisphere are prepared to meet their obligations of collective defense under the Rio Treaty.
In recent years we have become transfixed with Cuba, making
it far more important in both our foreign relations and in our
domestic life than its size and influence warrant. We have flattered
a noisy but minor demogog by treating him as if he were a
Napoleonic menace. Communist Cuba has been a disruptive and
subversive influence in Venezuela and other countries of the
hemisphere, and there is no doubt that both we and our Latin
American partners would be better off if the Castro regime did
not exist. But it is important to bear in mind that, despite their
best efforts, the Cuban Communists have not succeeded in subverting the hemisphere and that in Venezuela, for example, where
communism has made a major effort to gain power through terrorism, it has been repudiated by a people who in a free election
have committed themselves to the course of liberal democracy.
It is necessary to weigh the desirability of an objective against the
feasibility of its attainment, and when we do this with respect to
Cuba, I think we are bound to conclude that Castro is a nuisance
but not a grave threat to the United States and that he cannot
be gotten rid of except by means that are wholly disproportionate
to the objective. Cuban communism does pose a grave threat to
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other Latin American countries, but this threat can be dealt with
by prompt and vigorous use of the established procedures of the
inter-American system against any act of aggression.
I think that we must abandon the myth that Cuban communism is a transitory menace that is going to collapse or disappear
in the immediate future and face up to two basic realities about
Cuba: first, that the Castro regime is not on the verge of collapse
and is not likely to be overthrown by any policies which we are
now pursuing or can reasonably undertake; and second, that the
continued existence of the Castro regime, though inimical to our
interests and policies, is not an insuperable obstacle to the attainment of our objectives, unless we make it so by permitting it to
poison our politics at home and to divert us from more important
tasks in the hemisphere.
The policy of the United States with respect to Latin America
as a whole is predicated on the assumption that social revolution
can be accomplished without violent upheaval. This is the guiding principle of the Alliance for Progress and it may in time be
vindicated. We are entitled to hope so and it is wise and necessary
for us to do all that we can to advance the prospects of peaceful
and orderly reform.
At the same time, we must be under no illusions as to the
extreme difficulty of uprooting long-established ruling oligarchies
without disruptions involving lesser or greater degrees of violence.
The historical odds are probably against the -prospects of peaceful
social revolution. There are places, of course, where it has
occurred and others where it seems likely to occur. In Latin
America, the chances for such basic change by peaceful means
seem bright in Colombia and Venezuela and certain other countries; in Mexico, many basic changes have been made by peaceful
means, but these came in the wake of a violent revolution. In
other Latin American countries, the power of ruling oligarchies
is so solidly established and their ignorance so great that there
seems little prospect of accomplishing economic growth or social
reform by means short of the forcible overthrow of established
authorities.
I am not predicting violent revolutions in Latin America or
elsewhere. Still less am I advocating them. I wish only to suggest
that violent social revolutions are a possibility in countries where
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feudal oligarchies resist all meaningful change by peaceful means.
We must not, in our preference for the democratic procedures
envisioned by the Charter of Punta del Este, close our minds to
the possibility that democratic procedures may fail in certain
countries and that where democracy does fail violent social convulsions may occur.
We would do well, while continuing our efforts to promote
peaceful change through the Alliance for Progress, to consider
what our reactions might be in the event of the outbreak of
genuine social revolution in one or more Latin American countries. Such a revolution did occur in Bolivia, and we accepted it
calmly and sensibly. But what if a violent social revolution were
to break out in one of the larger Latin American countries?
Would we feel certain that it was Cuban or Soviet inspired?
Would we wish to intervene on the side of established authority?
Or would we be willing to tolerate or even support a revolution
if it was seen to be not Communist but similar in nature to the
Mexican revolution or the Nasser revolution in Egypt?
These are hypothetical questions and there is no readily available set of answers to them. But they are questions which we
should be thinking about because they have to do with problems
that could become real and urgent with great suddenness. We
should be considering, for example, what groups in particular
countries might conceivably lead revolutionary movements, and
if we can identify them, we should be considering how we might
communicate with them and influence them in such a way that
their movements, if successful, will not pursue courses detrimental
to our security and our interests.
The Far East is another area of the world in which American
policy is handicapped by the divergence of old myths and new
realities. Particularly with respect to China, an elaborate vocabulary of make believe has become compulsory in both official and
public discussion. We are committed, with respect to China and
other areas in Asia, to inflexible policies of long standing from
which we hesitate to depart because of the attribution to these
policies of an aura of mystical sanctity. It may be that a thorough
reevaluation of our Far Eastern policies would lead us to the
conclusion that they are sound and wise, or at least that they
represent the best available options. It may be, on the other hand,
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that a reevaluation would point up the need for greater or lesser
changes in our policies. The point is that, whatever the outcome
of a rethinking of policy might be, we have been unwilling to
undertake it because of the fear of many Government officials,
undoubtedly well founded, that even the suggestion of new policies toward China or Vietnam would provoke a vehement public
outcry.
I do not think the United States can, or should, recognize
Communist China, or acquiesce in its admission to the United
Nations under present circumstances. It would be unwise to do so,
because there is nothing to be gained by it so long as the Peiping
regrime maintains its attitude of implacable hostility toward the
United States. I do not believe, however, that this state of affairs
is necessarily permanent. As we have seen in our relations with
Germany and Japan, hostility can give way in an astonishingly
short time to close friendship; and, as we have seen in our relations with China, the reverse can occur with equal speed. It is not
impossible that in time our relations with China will change
again-if not to friendship, then perhaps to "competitive coexistence." It would therefore be extremely useful if we could introduce an element of flexibility, or, more precisely, of the capacity
to be flexible, into our relations with Communist China.
We would do well, as former Assistant Secretary Hilsman has
recommended, to maintain an "open door" to the possibility of
improved relations with Communist China in the future. For a
start, we must jar open our minds to certain realities about China,
of which the foremost is that there really are not "two Chinas,"
but only one-mainland China; and that it is ruled by Communists, and is likely to remain so for the indefinite future. Once
we accept this fact, it becomes possible to reflect on the conditions
under which it might be possible for us to enter into relatively
normal relations with mainland China. One condition, of course,
must be the abandonment by the Chinese Communists, tacitly, if
not explicitly, of their intention to conquer and incorporate
Taiwan. This seems unlikely now; but far more surprising
changes have occurred in politics, and it is quite possible that a
new generation of leaders in Peiping and Taipei may put a quiet
end to the Chinese civil war, thus opening the possibility of entirely new patterns of international relations in the Far East.
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Should such changes occur, they will open important opportunities for American policy; and it is to be hoped that we shall be
able and willing to take advantage of them. It seems possible, for
instance, that an atmosphere of reduced tensions in the Far East
might make it possible to strengthen world peace by drawing
mainland China into existing East-West agreements in such fields
as disarmament, trade, and educational exchange.
These are long-range prospects, which may or may not materialize. In the immediate future, we are confronted with possible
changes in the Far East resulting from recent French diplomacy.
French recognition of Communist China, although untimely
and carried out in a way that can hardly be considered friendly to
the United States, may nonetheless serve a constructive long-term
purpose, by unfreezing a situation in which many countries, none
more than the United States, are committed to inflexible policies
by long-established commitments and the pressures of domestic
public opinion. One way or another, the French initiative may
help generate a new situation in which the United States, as well
as other countries, will find it possible to reevaluate its basic
policies in the Far East.
The situation in Vietnam poses a far more pressing need for a
reevaluation of American policy. Other than withdrawal, which I
do not think can be realistically considered under present circumstances, three options are open to us in Vietnam: First, continuation of the antiguerrilla war within South Vietnam, along with
renewed American efforts to increase the military effectiveness of
the South Vietnamese Army and the political effectiveness of the
South Vietnamese Government; second, an attempt to end the
war, through negotiations for the neutralization of South Vietnam,
or of both North and South Vietnam; and, finally, the expansion
of the scale of the war, either by the direct commitment of large
numbers of American troops or by equipping the South Vietnamese Army to attack North Vietnamese territory, possibly by means
of commando-type operations from the sea or the air.
It is difficult to see how a negotiation, under present military
circumstances, could lead to termination of the war under conditions that would preserve the freedom of South Vietnam. It is
extremely difficult for a party to a negotiation to achieve by
diplomacy objectives which it has conspicuously failed to win by
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warfare. The hard fact of the matter is that our bargaining position is at present a weak one; and until the equation of advantages
between the two sides has been substantially altered in our favor,
there can be little prospect of a negotiated settlement which would
secure the independence of a non-Communist South Vietnam.
Recent initiatives by France, calling for the neutralization of
Vietnam, have tended to confuse the situation, without altering it
in any fundamental way. France could, perhaps, play a constructive mediating role if she were willing to consult and cooperate
with the United States. For somewhat obscure reasons, however,
France has chosen to take an independent initiative. This is puzzling to Americans, who recall that the United States contributed
$1.2 billion to France's war in Indochina of a decade ago-which
was 70 percent of the total cost of the conflict. Whatever its motivation, the problem posed by French intervention in southeast
Asia is that while France may set off an unforeseeable chain of
events, she is neither a major military force nor a major economic
force in the Far East, and is therefore unlikely to be able to
control or greatly influence the events which her initiative may
precipitate.
It seems clear that only two realistic options are open to us in
Vietnam in the immediate future: the expansion of the conflict in
one way or another, or a renewed effort to bolster the capacity of
the South Vietnamese to prosecute the war successfully on its
present scale. The matter calls for thorough examination by
responsible officials in the executive branch; and until they have
had an opportunity to evaluate the contingencies and feasibilities
of the options open to us, it seems to me that we have no choice
but to support the South Vietnamese Government and Army by
the most effective means available. Whatever specific policy
decisions are made, it should be clear to all concerned that the
United States will continue to meet its obligations and fulfill its
commitments with respect to Vietnam.
These, I believe, are some, although by no means all, of the
issues of foreign policy in which it is essential to reevaluate longstanding ideas and commitments in the light of new and changing
realities. In all the issues which I have discussed, American policy
has to one degree or another been less effective than it might have
been because of our national tendency to equate means with ends
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and therefore to attach a mythological sanctity to policies and
practices which in themselves have no moral content or value
except insofar as they contribute to the achievement of some valid
national objective. I believe that we must try to overcome this
excessive moralism, which binds us to old myths and binds us to
new realities and, worse still, leads us to regard new and unfamiliar ideas with fear and mistrust.
We must dare to think about "unthinkable" things. We must
learn to explore all of the options and possibilities that confront
us in a complex and rapidly changing world. We must learn to
welcome rather than fear the voices of dissent and not to recoil in
horror whenever some heretic suggests that Castro may survive
or that Khrushchev is not as bad a fellow as Stalin was. We must
overcome our susceptibility to "shock"-a word which I wish
could be banned from our newspapers and magazines and especially from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
If Congress and public opinion are unduly susceptible to
"shock," the executive branch, and particularly the Department
of State, is subject to the malady of chronic and excessive caution.
An effective foreign policy is one which concerns itself more with
innovation abroad than with conciliation at home. A creative
foreign policy-as President Truman, for one, knew-is not necessarily one which wins immediate general approval. It is sometimes
necessary for leaders to do unpleasant and unpopular things,
because, as Burke pointed out, the duty of the democratic politician to his constituents is not to comply with their every wish
and preference but to give them the benefit of, and to be held
responsible for, the exercise of his own best judgment.
We must dare to think about "unthinkable things," because
when things become "unthinkable," thinking stops and action becomes mindless. If we are to disabuse ourselves of old myths and
to act wisely and creatively upon the new realities of our time, we
must think and talk about our problems with perfect freedom,
remembering, as Woodrow Wilson said, that "The greatest freedom of speech is the greatest safety because, if a man is a fool, the
best thing to do is to encourage him to advertise the fact by
speaking."
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